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I  The  views  expressed  in  this  report  are  those  of  the  authors  arxi  do  not 

I  necessartty  reflect  the  official  policy  of  position  of  the  O^rtment  of  the 

Army,  the  Department  of  Defe^,  or  the  U.S.  Government.  This  report  is 
cleared  for  public  releaae;  cflstrlbution  is  unlimited. 


Comments  pertaining  to  this  report  are  invited  and  should  be  forwarded 
to:  Director,  Strategic  Studies  Institute,  U.S.  Army  War  College,  Carlisle 
Barracks,  PA  17013-5050.  Comments  also  may  be  conveyed  directly  to 
the  Conference  Organizer.  Dr.  Earl  H.  Tilford.  Jr.,  commercial  (717) 
245-3234  or  DSN  242-3234. 


These  papers  were  originaNy  presented  at  the  U.S.  Army  War  College 
Fifth  Annual  Strategy  Conference  held  April  26-28,  1994,  with  the 
eesistance  of  the  Office  of  Net  Assessment.  The  Strategic  Studies  Institute 
is  pleased  to  publish  the  papers  as  part  of  its  Confererx^e  Series. 


FOREWORD 


In  April  1994,  the  Army  War  College’s  Strategic  Studies 
Institute  hosted  its  Fifth  Annual  Strategy  Conference.  The 
tfieme  was  The  Revdufion  in  MHitary  Affairs:  Defining  an  Army 
for  the  21st  Century."  After  fourteen  of  the  nation’s  leading 
defense  scholars  presented  papers  on  the  role  of  technology 
in  warfare.  Dr.  Paul  Bracken  and  Colonel  Raoul  Alcala 
concluded  the  conference  by  offering  their  views  of  the  Army’s 
future. 

Professor  Bracken  contends  that  tee  Army  of  tee  21st 
century  will  be  shaped  by  domestic  concerns  as  much  as  by 
external  threats  to  American  security.  While  economic  power 
has  increased  in  importance  in  international  relations,  military 
power  as  traditionally  conceived  remains  a  dominant  factor  in 
determining  the  status  of  nations. 

Colonel  Alcala  holds  that  there  is  a  connection  between 
ideas  and  principles.  He  argues  teat  doctrines  will  provide  tee 
basis  for  force  structure,  training,  and  weapons  acquisition. 
Colonel  Alcala  maintains  that  the  Army’s  ability  to  stay 
inteliectualiy  ahead  of  tee  technoiogy  wiil  be,  perhaps,  its 
greatest  challenge  in  tee  next  century. 

To  contribute  to  an  informed  debate  about  tee  21  st  century 
Army,  tee  Strategic  Studies  institute  presents  tee  views  of 
these  respected  defense  inteliectuais  for  your  consideration. 


W.  MOUNTCASTLE 
Colonei,  U.S.  Army 
Director,  Strategic  Studies  Institute 
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FUTURE  DIRECTIONS  FOR  THE  ARMY 

Paul  Bracken 


The  best  way  to  think  about  a  Revolution  in  Military  Affairs 
(RMA)  comes  from  a  statement  often  heard  in  business 
strategic  planning  circles;  it  is  easier  to  design  the  future  than 
it  is  to  predict  it.  To  think  about  a  revolution  in  military  affairs 
as  a  predictive  problem  misses  many  of  the  most  important 
parts  of  such  an  exercise.  The  responsibility  of  the  national 
security  community  is  to  consider  the  impact  of  such  a 
development  precisely  because  it  is  a  national  security 
community.  Other  nations  may  move  in  this  direction,  and  if 
ours  does  not,  some  extremely  serious  imbalances  could 
follow.  Although  the  end  of  the  a>id  war  is  recognized  by  ail, 
and  although  the  unique  conditions  of  the  Gulf  War  are 
understood  not  to  characterize  ail  future  U.S.  conflicts,  a 
considerable  gap  exists  between  saying  these  things  and 
actually  absorbing  them  into  our  institutions.  This  conference 
is  about  taking  a  step  in  this  institutional  redirection;  making 
the  change  from  talking  about  revolutionary  change  to  having 
it  influence  the  Army’s  day-to-day  actions. 

In  an  article  published  a  few  months  ago  I  argued  that 
current  thinking  about  national  security  was  too  constrained  by 
immediate  issues.  Downsizing  of  force  structure,  budget 
reductions,  Bosnia,  and  other  issues  were  all  very  real 
problems  requiring  a  great  deal  of  leadership  and  management 
to  property  deal  with  them.^  But  there  was  a  subconscious 
teridency  to  use  these  immediate  issues  as  signposts  of  the 
future,  even  though  little  evidence  existed  to  support  such  a 
use.  From  many  years  of  experience  in  long-range  planning  at 
the  Hudson  Institute  came  some  difficult  lessons  learned.  The 
hardest  single  feature  in  conducting  long-range  planning  and 
brainstorming  ^ssfens  for  botti  government  and  private  sector 
diervfe  was  to  divorce  oneself  ^m  current  conditions,  in  the 
19608,  for  example,  a  great  many  planning  studies  were  built 
around  a  contfeuation  of  the  Voutir  revolution’  of  that  decade. 
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the  introduction  of  new  iifestyies,  tastes,  and  social  norms,  in 
the  1970s  many  pianning  studies  were  premised  around 
various  solutions  and  outcomes  to  the  energy  crisis.  By  then 
the  youth  movement  had  been  forgotten,  just  as  in  the  1980s 
the  energy  crisis  had  been  forgotten. 

With  the  end  of  the  coid  war  it  is  understandabie  that 
immediate  issues  wouid  be  ane^yzed  as  future  signposts.  In 
the  absence  of  other  guidance  there  is  not  much  else  on  which 
to  base  planning.  But  if  anytiiing  seems  certain  it  is  that  in  not 
too  many  years  a  new  equilibrium  in  U.S.  military  spending  will 
be  established,  the  situation  in  Bosnia  will  be  accepted,  and 
that  new  dangers  will  loom  on  the  nation’s  horizon. 

Yet  another  aspect  of  change  needs  to  be  emphasized:  the 
inability  of  people  who  have  been  involved  in  a  field  for  most 
of  their  careers  to  presen/e  their  capacity  to  be  intellectually 
surprised.  A  tendency  exists  in  large  organizations  for 
members  to  see  the  world  in  terms  of  an  unsurprising  repetition 
of  bureaucratic  turf  grabs,  interdepartmental  feuds,  and 
self-serving  individual  behavior.  Economist  A.O.  Hirschman 
has  written  that  in  the  field  of  Latin  American  economic 
development  too  many  experts  have  been  unable  to  see  the 
dramatic  changes  that  have  taken  place.  Instead,  they  see  an 
out-of-date  world  defined  by  government  Incompetence, 
civil-military  tensions,  and  technological  backwardness.  While 
these  exist,  important  transformations  have  occurred  in 
political  and  economic  structures,  capital  markets,  and  civil 
control  of  the  military.  If  the  U.S.  Army  must  maintain  one 
attitude,  it  is  the  capacity  to  accept  new  ideas  and  patterns  of 
thinking. 

Cycles. 

The  Army  can  partly  construct  its  future,  but  it  also  must 
accept  certain  features  of  ite  external  environment.  Quite  often 
the  omAuence  and  superpc^ition  of  these  features  of  the 
envirorunent  defines  the  ^ture  which  actually  occurs.  For 
example,  in  the  1930s  the  Army  found  itself  in  a  world  where 
1)  technology  in  the  form  of  Aie  internal  combustion  engine 
cieated  new  opporhinities  for  fundamental  changes  in  military 


strategy  and  tactics;  2)  international  relations  among  states 
were  turning  to  a  more  predatory  structure  with  ttie  rise  of  the 
communist  and  fascist  dictatorships;  and  3)  the  indiratrial 
structure  of  the  United  States  was  changing  to  permit 
dramatically  new  and  increased  kinds  of  mot^ization,  as  weli 
as  a  newly  skilled  type  of  sokKer  who  could  read,  drive  a  truck, 
and  follow  complicated  orders. 

it  is  unlikely  that  had  not  ail  three  of  these  developments 
materialized,  the  nation  would  have  achieved  the  success  it 
did  in  World  War  II.  There  is  a  tendency  to  want  to  reduce 
complex  institutional  behavior  to  simple  one-dimensional 
characterizations:  "revolutionary  technology  holds  the  answer 
to  the  future  of  war,"  or  "without  any  external  threats  there  is 
no  need  for  advanced  strategic  thinking."  In  fact,  something 
much  more  complicated  takes  place  involving  the  interactbn 
of  unrelated  cycles  of  trend  development.  The  job  of  leadership 
in  any  institution  is  to  examine  the  internal  and  external 
organizational  environments  and  decide  what  are  the  most 
important  cycles  affecting  them.  Strategies  must  then  be 
formulated  to  manage  the  relationship  of  these,  one  to  the 
other.  The  Army  leademhip  in  the  1930s  had  to  think  not  just 
about  the  revolutionary  implications  of  the  tank,  but  also  of 
ways  to  mass  produce  tanl^,  train  people  to  repair  them,  and 
leverage  off  other  parts  of  the  enormous  (relative  to  Germany 
and  Japan)  U.S.  industrial  base  to  produce  a  congruent  force 
structure  with  a  tooth-to-taii  ratio  that  made  sense. 

With  this  perspective  It  is  useful  to  consider  ‘cycles’  in  key 
technical  and  environmental  areas.  Cycles  do  not  imply 
predictable  periodicity,  but  rather  significant  changes  in 
underiying  structures  that  are  in  most  respects  unpredictable. 

Technology.  This  probably  receives  more  attention  than 
any  other  part  of  the  Army’s  environment.  The  cold  war  against 
the  Soviet  Union  was  fought  as  a  virtual  war  through 
technological  innovation  ctesigned  to  deter  military  expansion 
and  risk  taking.  A  large  technical  in-house  community  has  been 
created.  There  is  a  strong  tendency  for  institutional  momentum 
to  continue  to  operate  in  this  manner. 


This  is  not  the  place  for  a  technicai  forecast  in  the  dynamic 
fields  of  computers,  communications,  or  information 
technology.  Army  thinking  in  this  area  emphasizes  the 
importance  of  information,  and  especially  of  information 
dominance  over  an  opponent.^  Whether  this  is  the  right  way 
to  look  at  technology  cycles  is  rK>t  clear,  but  experience  in  the 
Gulf  War  and  a  perceived  likelihood  that  the  United  States  can 
exploit  such  an  advantage  because  of  its  capacities  in 
computers  and  telecommunications  remains  a  powerful 
motivating  force,  one  which,  in  addition,  looks  to  the  future 
rather  than  the  present. 

A  !..y  question  in  this  area  is  whether  the  current 
technologicai  defense  community  created  to  innovate  during 
the  cold  war  will  remain  the  best  way  to  do  so  in  the  future.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  going  tiirough  the  process  of  an 
‘acquisition  reform,’  in  which  it  is  estimated  that  somewhere 
between  35  -  40  percent  overhead  rates  are  attached  to  the 
defense  acquisition  process.  Witii  declining  defense  budgets 
tile  overhead  costs  which  once  were  tolerable  are  no  longer 
so. 


Industrial  Structure  Changes.  In  the  United  States,  the 
military  can  only  be  as  strong  as  the  underlying  economy. 
During  World  War  II  the  military  gained  leverage  from  the 
industrial  economy.  During  the  cold  war  the  Pentagon  gained 
leverage  from  the  strong  technicai  base,  both  in  industry  and 
academia.  To  the  extent  that  a  revolution  in  military  affairs  is 
actually  underway,  the  relationship  between  it  and  the  rest  of 
the  U.S.  and  world  economies  must  be  explored. 

Here  something  of  a  paradox  may  be  facing  the  United 
States.  Against  a  foe  whose  strategy  and  technology  were  well 
understood,  the  Soviet  Union,  there  could  be  clear  objectives 
to  optimize  against  This  meant  that  a  stable  research  and 
development  infrastructure  could  be  supported  and  cultivated. 
This  infrastructure  contributed  mightily  to  containment  of  the 
So\4et  Union.  But  in  a  different  security  environment  a  new  set 
of  military-industry  relationships  must  be  forged. 

Against  a  rrK>re  nebulous  set  of  objectives  it  is  not  at  all  clear 
that  the  current  R&D  infrastructure  is  what  is  needed.  With  its 


large  in-house  laboratory  and  arsenal  system,  and  with  a 
relationship  to  the  private  sector  that  goes  through  specialized 
prime  defense  contractors,  the  current  system  has  an 
exorbitant  set  of  overhead  and  transactions  costs  associated 
with  it.  Thus,  the  present  contracting  budget  climate  may 
present  real  opportunities  to  deconstruct  and  re-engineer  the 
U.S.  defense  industrial  base. 

Another  way  of  putting  it  is  that  the  budget  environment  may 
force  technological  and  industrial  changes  in  the  Army’s 
relationship  to  the  larger  civilian  economy  that  would  not 
otherwise  be  politically  feasible.  Rattier  than  decrying  adverse 
impacts  of  reduced  defense  expenditures,  it  may  prove  to  be 
the  case  that  the  creative  destruction  of  these  old  relationships 
is  a  necessary  precursor  to  full  Army  participation  in  the 
revolution  in  military  affairs.  There  is  historical  precedent  for 
this  viewpoint,  in  the  1890s  and  early  1900s  the  United  States 
was  a  rising  world  power,  and  it  took  a  supply  and  logistics 
debacle  in  the  Spanish  American  war  to  spur  Congress  to 
eliminate  the  corrupt  old  bureau  system  of  sen/ice  supply.^  But 
what  followed  was  not  so  much  designed  from  scratch  as 
superior,  as  one  which  intrinsically  relied  on  new  capacities  of 
the  American  economy  In  administration,  professional 
management,  and  scale  economies.  The  result  was  a  system 
that  was  by  no  means  perfect,  but  which  possessed  an  ability 
to  respond  to  large  crises,  something  demonstrated  in  World 
War  II. 

What  are  some  of  the  new  trends  in  the  American  econcmy 
that  could  bear  on  the  Army’s  participation  in  a  revolution  in 
military  affairs?  One  of  the  most  striking  features  is  the 
increase  in  efficiency  arising  from  the  appearance  of  tens  of 
thousands  of  smaller  firms,  compared  to  the  Fortune  500, 
which  are  the  incubators  of  technological  innovation.  A 
tendency  to  think  of  the  familiar  giant  corporate  names  as  the 
engines  of  the  U.S.  economy  remains,  but  this  view  is  a  decade 
out  of  date.  The  computer  revolution  has  produced  a  wholesale 
restructuring  of  industrial  organization,  whereby  smaller  firms 
have  been  able  to  capture  economies  of  scope  as  well  as 
flexible  economies  of  scale.^  This  has  produced  a  move  toward 
strong  regional  economies,  places  where  these  smaller  firms 
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thrive  for  reasons  of  infrastructure  availability,  concentration  of 
technicai  personnel,  and  flexible  relations  among  actors.^ 

In  a  related  trend  the  main  arena  of  technicai  innovation 
has  shifted  to  the  commercial  from  the  government  sector.  In 
the  1 950s  It  was  the  government,  principally  in  DoD  but  also  in 
other  agencies  like  NASA,  that  produced  the  early  jet  aircraft, 
computers,  and  materials  breakthroughs.  It  is  now  well 
appreciated  that  the  U.S.  Government  is  a  much  smaller 
consumer  of  these  than  the  private  sector.  However,  it  is  less 
well  appreciated  that  the  main  source  of  innovation  has  shifted 
to  the  private  commercial  sector.  The  U.S.  Government,  at 
least  currently,  maintains  a  large  collection  of  laboratories  and 
research  facilities  which  it  seeks  to  convert  to  other  purposes. 
The  existing  defense  industrial  base  cannot  keep  up  with  the 
private  market  in  producing  innovative  solutions  to  problems. 
But  the  real  question  has  less  to  do  with  the  proper  disposal  of 
the  cold  war  defense  industrial  base  and  everything  to  do  with 
creating  something  new.  Military  planners  are  confronted  with 
the  difficult  issue  of  thinking  about  a  new  industrial  era,  just  as 
planners  were  in  the  early  part  of  this  century  as  they 
confronted  their  industrial  era.  This  is  probably  the  area  in 
which  the  revolution  in  military  affairs  is  in  greatest  need  of 
thinking. 

There  are  cycies  in  the  relationship  between  public  and 
private  sectors.  At  certain  times  government  research  leads 
the  private  sector,  and  at  other  times  it  lags  behind  it.  By  all 
indications  we  are  in  a  period  of  private  sector  leadership,  and 
this  is  the  location  of  innovation  that  all  of  the  services  must 
look  to  for  the  future.  This  represents  a  cultural  shift  for  the 
services  which  during  the  cold  war  could  rely  on  in-house 
research  establishments  to  keep  them  supplied  with  weapons, 
ideas,  and  innovations.  A  considerable  change  in  outlook  will 

needed  for  the  Army  and  for  the  other  services  if  they  are 
to  relate  to  this  different  shape  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

Associated  with  this  trend  is  what  in  business  schools  is 
referred  to  as  true  multinational  companies,  companies  where 
national  borders  represent  little  more  than  lines  on  a  map. 
Companies  like  GE,  Siemens,  Philips,  and,  increasingly,  even 
Japanese  firms,  disperse  their  skills  and  research  around  the 


globe.  Old  notions,  such  as  the  need  to  source  domestically, 
may  be  hard  to  chsv^.  but  they  are  no  km^r  meaningful  in 
today’s  gM>al  economy.  As  or^e  example,  the  most  advanced 
battery  research  in  the  world  doMnI  take  place  in  any  one 
national  fcKxllty.  Rather.  It  is  dispersed  in  joint  venture  consortia 
with  spedatets  from  many  (x>untries  working  together  in 
Europe.  Japan,  and  the  United  States,  sharing  information 
among  firms.  For  the  U.S.  government  to  try  to  beat  this  vdth 
an  in-house  government  laboratory,  hampei^  by  civil  service 
and  acquisition  rules,  and  not  exposed  to  the  competitive 
pressures  of  the  marketplace,  is  well  nigh  hopeless. 

Organizing  the  mass  of  technical  capability  in  today’s  world 
will  be  very  different  than  dealing  with  a  handful  of  defense  and 
industrial  giants  as  prime  contractors.  The  sen/ices’  entire 
approach  to  acquisition  will  have  to  be  changed,  something 
which  will  include  standard  notions  of  acquisition  reform,  but 
which  will  go  far  beyond  them.  The  essence  of  the  problem  is 
to  open  up  the  Army  (and  all  of  the  sen/ices)  to  these  new 
industrial  structures.  Army  people  will  have  to  be  expert  on 
what  is  going  on  in  the  private  sector  in  many  different  areas, 
and  can  no  longer  become  specialists  in  compliance  to 
outdated  and  inefficient  congressionaily  mandated 
purchasing  rules.  There  are  several  different  ways  to  go  about 
this,  and  a  great  deal  of  experimentation  will  have  to  occur  to 
reach  a  comfort  level  accepfoble  to  the  Army.  No  one  has  the 
answer  to  these  new  relationships.  But  it  seems  clear  that  there 
will  be  far  more  outsourcing  of  research  and  development  and 
that  a  new  cadre  of  industrial  specialties  will  have  to  be  created. 

The  reason  for  outsourcing  research  and  development  will 
not  be  to  save  scarce  dollars  per  se,  but  rather  to  revitalize 
existing  organizations  by  introducing  new  sources  of 
information  and  new  ways  of  looking  at  problems.  The  Army 
will  need  to  develop  ’’architectural  knowle^e  teams'’Hn-house 
specialists  who  are  experts  in  the  latest  technical 
developments,  but  who  understand  that  to  get  something  done 
foey  do  not  have  to  do  it  themselves  in  a  government  controlled 
laboratory.  Rather,  they  can  save  money,  time  and  get  a  better 
result  by  using  the  private  sector.  In  a  few  years,  the  idea  of 
posting  Army  officers  to  commercial  establishments  wiil  be 


routine,  even  though  these  establishments  seemirtgly  have 
nothing  directiy  to  do  with  military  research  or  production. 
Strata^  sourc^  will  be  elevatsd  to  a  rrujch  higher  status  than 
it  currently  has,  and  a  thorough  overhaul  of  training  and 
education  in  the  methods  strategic  alliances,  outsourcing, 
fluid  contracting,  and  preservation  of  architectural  knowledge 
will  be  necessary. 

It  may  be  useful  in  this  respect  to  suggest  a  long-term  Army 
issue  related  to  these  industrial  trends,  but  one  which  requires 
immediate  decisions.  At  the  present  time  the  Army  is  actively 
participating  in  a  congresskmally  mandated  base  realignment 
and  closure  (BRAC)  review.  The  way  this  is  conceived  is  similar 
in  ail  of  the  sen/ices:  what  tt^ey  can  dispose  of  with  least  pain. 
What  is  not  considered  is  what  sbucture  the  Army  should  move 
toward,  rather  than  what  it  should  move  away  from.  The  Army 
should  think  through  one  of  the  trends  mentioned  above,  the 
emergence  of  regional  economies  built  on  innovation  and 
attainment  of  a  critical  mass  of  technical  personnel.  These 
private  sector  ‘sticky  regions'^  are  very  likely  to  be  the  ‘Ruhr 
Vaileys‘  of  the  next  century,  and  the  Army  must  consider  ways 
to  have  some  presence  in  them  If  they  are  to  harness  the 
potential  of  the  new  industrial  era  to  the  revolution  in  military 
affairs. 

Strategic  and  International  Trends.  Whether  classified  as 
future  ‘threats‘  or  as  part  of  the  emerging  security 
environment,  strategic  and  international  trends  clearly  have  a 
profound  impact  on  the  Army  as  an  institution.  Here  an 
especially  strong  tendency  exists  to  view  current  problems  as 
indicators  of  what  the  long-term  future  will  hold.  A  tension  exists 
today  between  conceiving  future  conflicts  as  being  variants  of 
the  war  against  Iraq,  or  in  terms  of  more  likely  contingencies 
Which,  while  quite  different  from  one  to  the  next,  entail  a  more 
politically-controfied  use  of  force,  emphasize  special 
low-irrtensity  operations,  and  have  as  their  goal  the  restoration 
of  order  in  disintegrating  nations  and  states. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  these  latter  contingencies, 
exemplified  by  Somalia  and  Bosnia,  are  very  likely  to  continue 
in  other  parts  of  the  world.  The  disintegration  of  the  Soviet 
empire  and  the  extraordinary  momentum  of  Third  World 


population  growth  pfomtoe  no  shortage  of  crises.  Rather  than 
pradiding  where  crises  might  occur  tt  is  better  to  stipulals  that 
they  wiKr  occur  somewhere,  and  that  it  is  not  possible  to 
consider  them  as  lesser  included  cases  of  larger  rsgionai 
mWtary  contingencies. 

Although  different  perspectives  exist  about  whether  the 
United  Sta^  should  buMd  its  mtiMary  planning  on  threats  of  a 
regional  character  (North  Korea,  Iraq,  Iran,  etc.)  or  so-calied 
peace  keeping  operations  (Bosrtia,  Somalia),  another  kind  of 
competitor  now  receives  only  scant  attention,  with  iitlie  more 
than  a  dismissai  of  it  as  a  ponibiity.  This  is  a  peer  competitor 
in  the  sense  of  a  ma^  powrar  which  could  threaten  the  security 
of  the  United  Staties  by  challenging  us  in  important  parts  of  the 
world.  Over  the  past  100  years  we  have  faced  five  such 
competitors:  Britain  in  the  last  century,  and  then  Imperiai 
Germany,  Imperiai  Japan,  Nazi  Germany,  and  Soviet  Russia. 

An  issue  that  needs  considerably  rTK>re  thought  is  how  the 
coliapse  of  communism  has  created  a  situation  where  a 
replacement  world  ideology  of  capitaltsm  will  change  the 
structure  of  intemationai  relations.  While  at  first  glance  the 
triumph  of  capitalism  seems  like  a  victory  for  the  United  States, 
a  broader  perspective  is  needed  in  thinking  this  through.  The 
question  can  be  asked  "Will  a  capitalist  China,  or  India,  or 
Russia,  or  whatever,  create  more  problems  for  the  United 
States  than  did  their  communist  or  socialists  predecessors?" 
An  unwarranted  assumption  is  that  capitalism  means 
democracy,  and  that  because  democracies  do  not  fight  one 
another  the  UnHad  States  will  be  a  long-term  beneficiary  of  this 
trend.  But  the  relationship  between  ti^se  economic  and 
political  concepts  is  highly  complex.  The  Soviet  Union,  in  fact, 
is  the  distinctive  exception  to  the  mle  that  America’s  previous 
peer  competitors  had  important  aspects  of  capitalism 
associated  with  their  economic  systems.  Large  private 
business  enterprises  dominated  the  political  landscape  of 
Japan,  Germany,  and  Britain  when  they  were  in  corr^petition 
with  the  United  States.  This  contributed  to  their  dynamism.^ 

The  issue  could  as  easily  be  looked  at  another  way: 
capitalism  means  that  once  poor  countries  will  become  rich, 
and  they  will  do  so  in  a  vray  that  uses  modem  techndogy 


suppcKted  by  market  aHocattons  that  is  likeiy  to  be  mors 
efiicienllharr  the  Soviet  Ufiiofi  was.  Capitalism  does  riot  equate 
with  democracy,  it  only  equates  with  private  ownership  and  use 
of  markets.  Indeed,  the  very  gap  between  capitalism  and 
democracy  has  been  the  prindpal  source  of  tension  in  modem 
Europe  siiioe  before  World  War  il. 

The  world  is  now  going  through  the  greatest  expansion  of 
bringing  new  people  into  the  world  marketpiaoe  than  at  any 
time  in  hislory.  Adding  the  populations  of  Russia,  China,  and 
India  two  billion  people  once  excluded  from  capitalism  are  now 
being  thrust  into  it  in  a  very  short  time.  When  this  transftirmation 
has  occurred  in  other  places  it  has  produced  enormous 
upheavals.  Consider  the  history  19th  and  early  20lh  century 
Europe  when  enormous  class  and  nationai  tensions  were 
catalyzed  and  manipulated  for  strategic  ends  and  led  to  the 
disasters  which  took  place  in  Europe  before  1945.  There  are 
no  necessary  reasons  why  this  should  occur  again,  but  there 
are  reasons  to  take  this  trend  as  a  good  one  for  constructing 
signposts  about  the  character  of  America’s  strategic  future. 
The  argument  that  the  extension  of  capitalism  to  most  of  Asia 
will  produce  comparable  change  to  what  its  extension  to 
Europe  did  is  at  least  as  piausible  as  the  argument  that  history 
is  at  an  end  because  of  a  consensus  that  liberal  democracy  is 
the  best  way  to  develop  in  the  future. 

What  are  the  signposts?  Several  cNfferent  indicators  might 
be  worth  looking  for.  Change  in  the  focus  of  Asian  mflitaiy 
institutions  bom  an  inwardlo  an  ouhvan/ orientation  is  one,  a 
change  that  is  arguably  taking  place  today Were  this  to  occur 
there  would  also  follow  an  evolution  of  strategic  thought  of  a 
kind  very  difforent  than  what  we  in  the  United  ^tes  now  tNnk 
about.  In  terms  of  doctrine  for  employing  new  military 
technologies,  the  United  States  today  considers  it 
inconceivable  than  anyone  could  match  us.  The  lesson  of  the 
cold  war  is  thought  to  be  that  the  Soviet  Union  proved  this  point, 
for  even  they  could  not  compete  against  us.  But  the  extent  to 
which  their  economic  deficiencies  contributed  to  their  defeat 
suggests  that  other  more  flexiUe  economic  actors  could  mount 
a  d^rent  kind  of  challenge  to  America.  We  would  do  well  to 
recatr  the  ejects  of  very  different  operational  strategies 
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employed  by  nations  such  as  Japan  in  the  1890s,  Vietnam  In 
the  19M.  and  Qeimany  in  the  1930s.  which  aM  pursued  their 
objectives  witii  difterent  approaches  than  anticipated. 

Finaily,  another  signpoet  comes  from  what  have  been 
referred  to  as  B4>  oounMes,  that  is,  countries  which  start  out  as 
reiaNvely  minor  B  league  military  actors,  but  who  gradually 
learn  how  to  operate  iTKxlem  miiltaiy  forces  in  a  way  tfiat  ¥vhile 
it  does  not  turn  them  into  peer  competitors  with  tire  United 
Stales  does  create  military  potential  for  quick  wins  in  regional 
confllcis.  We  have  become  used  to  thinking  about  B  powers 
as  being  unable  to  manage  modem  forces,  and  for  the  wars 
they  fought  to  be  iorrg  duration  battles  of  attrition.  The  Iran-lraq 
war  has  come  to  syrnbolize  for  many  people  what  their  military 
capacities  allow  them  to  do:  get  many  people  kiNed  through 
hi^  level  strategic  incompetence,  wherein  each  side  proves 
incapable  of  decisive  breakthrough  attacks-thus  an  absence 
of  quick  wins  in  Third  World  conflicts.^ 

This  has  characterized  such  conflicts  In  the  past  two 
decades.  But  it  may  not  do  so  in  the  future,  it  would  be 
dangerous  indeed  to  assume  that  all  Third  World  countries  are 
incapable  of  teaming  how  to  operate  modem  forces.  American 
indiH^  once  macte  the  mtetake  of  assuming  that  Japanese, 
and  later  Korean,  industry  could  not  manage  the  modem 
commercial  enterprise.  No  one  in  American  business  believes 
this  any  longer.  The  Korean  ecorK>mic  miracle,  and  the  current 
Chinese  economic  mirade  take  place  with  an  absence  of 
democracy  in  Korea  of  a  kind  we  think  of,  and  not  at  aH  in  the 
case  of  oonterT^x>rary  China.  If  inck^rialization  can  cross 
borders  regardless  of  political  systems,  so  too  can  military 
modernization. 

The  first  developing  country  which  can  master  minimal 
improvements  in  national  command  and  control  of  their  armed 
forces  wM  obtain  a  tremendous  mititaiy  advantage  over  its 
heighbors.  To  the  extent  this  change  is  also  accompanied  by 
acquisition  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction-nuclear, 
biological,  and  chernicai-an  overnight  change  in  regional 
stab^  take  place.  It  is  not  that  there  will  actuaUy  be  an 
ovemi^  change  in  military  capacities.  Rather,  it  will  appear 
thid  way  to  the  world,  and  especiaiiy  to  the  countries  in  the 
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afIMM  ragkm  btcsuae  tt  it  to  unexptGled.  tt  wM  be  extreif^ 
important  tor  the  Anmy  to  monitor  thatt  changtt  and  to 
dtvtiop  tignpoalt  to  that  it  it  not  turprittd  at  an  intlitiitfon. 


Tht  tvokMon  of  B  to  countitot  it  not  tomttotog  that  is 
part  of  tht  long  distanot  totuia.  It  it  a  dtvaiopment  wNh  near 
and  ImmedatB  proepectt.  Many  oounbits  art  studying  tot 
Itaaont  of  DESERT  STOFM,  not  just  tot  United  States.  Not 
aN  wHI  be  abte  to  drawf  tot  appropriate  Ittsons.  and  not  all  will 
be  abte  to  extoute  needed  ohariges  even  if  they  art  properly 
rsoogrrized.  There  will  most  Bcely  be  a  diftorsntial  adaptefion. 
at  there  is  in  any  oompetHive  situadon,  with  great  benefits  to 
toe  first  mover.  Wito  toe  present  distribulion  of  worid  power 
there  will  be  great  pressure  on  toe  United  States  to  take  the 
lead  in  deeing  wito  such  a  problem,  and  this  pressure  would 
be  a  reversal  from  the  one  whioh  sees  a  deoiining  use  for 
mWtary  power.  FOr  toe  Amty  this  means  that  tor  several  years 
there  may  be  little  support  tor  seeing  the  worid  in  tenms  of  rising 
dangerous  threats.  But  this  could  change  to  a  shaip  reversal 
in  n^ional  and  intemational  attitudes.  The  Army  would  have  to 
deal  wfih  these  kinds  of  ups  and  downs  in  nationai  policy,  but 
realisficaiiy  this  may  be  a  part  of  toe  Army’s  environment. 

Although  it  gets  irrio  immediate  particuiars,  the  case  of 
North  Korea’s  nuclear  weapons  and  her  additional  military 
power  illustrates  one  of  the  dynamics  toat  shapes  the  Army 
external  environment.  For  toe  first  yems  after  the  coHapse  of 
Sovt^  power  it  was  widely  argued  thsri  economic  power  had 
become  more  important  them  mWtary  power.  This  is  stili  widely 
argued  both  in  the  United  States  and  elsewhete.  Yet  North 
Korea  with  less  than  15  kNos  of  plutonium  and  a  few  reworked 
SCUD  missHes  is  now  protoundty  reshaping  the  security 
tarxfscape  of  Northeast  Asia.  North  Korea  has  one  of  the 
weakest  eoanomies  in  toe  worid.  Yet  she  Is  being  treated  with 
droumspectfon  and  caution,  sendtog  a  message  to  many  other 
states  that  expansion  of  mUfiary  capacities,  far  from  being 
obsolete,  is  one  of  the  best  ways  to  generate  increased 
intemafional  status. 


Synopcis  and  Conehition. 

The  vievvpoint  offered  in  this  paper  (feals  with  feeuee  bactty 
in  need  of  greater  attention.  Current  conceptions  of  national 
security  in  t^  United  States  have  placed  far  too  much  action 
on  imrnectote  problems,  which  althou(^  large  and  irTHX)rtari\ 
are  not  necessarily  the  ones  which  wilt  dominate  the  future. 
More  importantly,  current  problems  are  poor  signposts  for  what 
to  expect  and  prepare  for. 

Clearly.  Army  thinkers  need  to  dwell  on  the  immediate  world 
of  base  closings,  peace  keeping,  and  reduced  force  structure. 
The  key  is  to  not  think  solely  about  these  issues,  but  instead 
to  create  a  forum  for  attention  to  longer  term  issues.  Two 
examples  developed  in  this  paper  illustrate  that  it  would  be 
quite  incorrect  to  conclude  that  because  an  issue  is  long  term 
it  does  not  require  immectiate  attention.  North  Korea  was  a  B 
power  which  is  quickly  developing  into  a  B-i-  regional  military 
force,  one  very  likely  armed  with  weapons  of  mass  destruction. 
In  the  United  States  itself.  Army  participation  in  the  BRAC 
process  is  shaping  the  long-term  future  of  the  Army  relationship 
to  the  future  U.S.  economy.  Yet  if  experience  is  any  guide,  this 
issue  is  most  likely  being  conceived  of  in  more  narrow  terms 
of  compliance  witii  procedures  and  as  a  way  to  reduce 
short-term  expenditures. 

The  Army  has  to  become  a  teaming  organization,  one 
which  in  addition  to  its  immecKate  national  requirements  must 
also  seek  new  frameworks  and  open  a  dialogue  among  its  best 
officers  with  outside  sources  innovation  and  thinking.  One 
avenue  for  increasing  this  type  of  organizational  learning  is  to 
encourage  it  in  the  formal  parts  of  the  Army  charged  with  this 
responsiblilty.  New  ideas  need  to  be  emphasized  at  the  U.S. 
Arrny  War  CoNege,  in  the  toting  and  simulation  centers,  aiKl 
in  ways  that  Army  senior  leaders  are  comfortable  with.  Judged 
from  a  distance  the  Army  does  not  appear  to  be  doing  a  bad 
job  in  these  areas  alreac^.  If  there  is  a  need  that  an  outsider 
can  discem,  it  lies  in  establishing  an  interiinkage  between 
areas  that  are  not  usually  thought  about  as  being  related. 
Nothing  is  self-evident  In  the  relationship  of  cycles  in 
technol^,  industrial  structure,  and  strategic  and  international 
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relations.  Yet  in  ttie  confluence  erf  e>^ts  in  these  three 
separate  areas  lie  real  dangers-as  weii  as  real  opportunities- 
forflie  Army. 

if  one  conclusion  can  be  drawn  from  this  discussion,  it  is 
the  need  to  become  better  at  ieamingHnot  just  teaming  about 
the  process  of  war,  but  also  about  the  changes  in  the  industrial 
structure  of  the  United  States  and  about  new  dangers  to 
American  security  emerging  in  the  international  system.  It  is 
not  too  soon  to  start  thinking  about  how  to  do  this. 
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GUIDING  PRINCIPLES  FOR 
REVOLUTION,  EVOLUTION,  AND 
CONTINUITY  IN  MILITARY  AFFAIRS 

Raoul  Htnri  Alcatf 


INTRODUCTION 

WhUtmiaViemvokjiOon  In  nMaryalfsirs  going? 

This  essay  focuses  on  the  nexus  between  ideas  and 
actions.  It  explores  how  concepts  and  doctrine  shape  three 
major  areas  of  military  affairs  that  define  military  power  the 
desicK^  of  forces  including  organizations  »id  materiel,  the 
preparation  of  foroes  for  war  including  training  and  leader 
development,  and  the  allocation  of  national  resources  to 
provide  for  current  and  future  forces.  The  author's  basic 
premise  is  that  prindples-ecknowiedged  or  tacit-guide  action. 
Moreover,  wid^  held  coherent  collections  of  principles,  that 
is,  doctrines,  guide  classes  of  actions  in  these  three  areas  of 
miiitaiy  affairs. 

Today’s  actions  and  processes  will  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  shape  of  the  next  generation  of  military  forces,  perhaps 
in  the  second  decade  of  foe  21st  century.  This  essay  begins 
with  a  general  assessment  of  contemporary  aspects  of  military 
affairs  that  have  particular  significance  for  the  future. 

A  prominent  contemporary  example  of  foe  primacy  of 
doctrine  is  foe  Army’s  MrLandBatUe.  Conceptualized  in  1 976,^ 
it  was  a  seminai  element  of  the  renaissance-perhaps  future 
historians  will  consider  it  a  revolution-experienced  by  the  U.S. 
Army  following  the  war  in  Vietnam.^  It  was  formally 
promulgated  In  1982.  The  principles  embodied  in  the  doctrine 
have  unambiguously  guided  the  Army’s  preparation  of  forces 
to  deal  with  present  and  projected  missions,  roles,  and 
functions.  For  almost  two  decades,  A/rtand  fiafffo  has  shaped 
the  design  of  the  Army’s  forces;  the  nreparation  of  Army  forces 


tor  operations  in  peace  and  war;  and,  to  a  significant  extent, 
the  ailocidion  of  scarce  Army  resources  aiTK>ng  the  various 
claimants.  AM.afid6adto  doctrine  has  been  the  bedrock  upon 
which  the  Army  built  every  aspect  of  Hs  protossionai  being. 

AirLand  Battle  doctrine  evolved  through  the  years  that 
witnessed  the  end  of  the  cold  war,  and  combat  and  peacetime 
operations  from  Grenada  and  Panama  to  the  Persian  Gulf  and 
Somalia.  This  evolution  was  itself  the  prodix^  of  a  process  that 
permitted  maintaining  continuity  in  areas  that  were  adequately 
addressed  in  the  doctrine  while  changing  it  to  incorporate 
lessons  learned  from  a  variety  of  sources,  domestic  and 
foreign.  The  1 993  publication  of  FM 1 00*5,  Operations,^  began 
the  projection  of  this  doctrine  from  the  rapidly  changing 
post-cold  war  environment  into  an  uncertain  and  challenging 
future. 

The  example  of  FM  100-5  has  relevance  for  what  has  been 
ditobed  the  ‘revolution  in  military  affairs*  that  today  is  shaping 
tomorrow’s  American  military  ca^iiities.  This  is  not  to  say  that 
without  change  the  latest  iteration  of  FM  100-5  is  the  answer 
to  ali-or  any-of  the  unforeseeable  circumstarK»s  ahead. 
Rather,  the  primacy  of  ideas  that  is  the  essential  lesson  of  FM 
100-5  is  lik^  to  continue  to  dominate  military  affairs  for  the 
foreseeable  future. 

Following  the  Army’s  lead  by  20  years,  the  other  senrices 
have  now  established  their  own  doctrine  commands.  At  the 
inter^rvice  level.  Joint  doctrine  devetopment  is  moving  forward 
at  an  unprecedented  pace.  As  stated  in  the  new  Joint  Pub  1 : 

MaHaiy  leaders  urxleretarxl  the  nature  and  utility  of  doctrine.  Military 
doctrine  presents  fundamental  principles  that  guide  the 
empiownent  of  forces....  Joint  doctrine  offers  a  common 
perspective  from  which  to  plan  and  operate,  and  fundamentaHy 
shaim  the  way  we  thinK  about  and  train  for  war.^ 

General  CoHn  L  Powell,  USA,  CJCS,  1991 

Although  it  is  premature  to  conclude  that  joint  doctrine 
shapes  the  way  Vtm  services  tNnk  itoout  and  prepare  their 
totem  tor  war,  it  is  indisputetole  that  joint  doctrine  shapes  the 


way  the  combatant  commands  prepare  for  operations  and  train 
their  assigned  forces  for  those  operatiorts. 

WhHe  techrK>logy  races  ahead  at  a  dizzying  and  apparently 
ever  irKVMsing  pace,  and  world  events  unfold  in  ways  that 
chattenge  our  inwginations  and  shatter  our  preconceptions,  it 
is  organized  ideas  including  military  doctrine  that  dominate  and 
rattonalize  the  processes  by  which  the  U.  S.  military  services 
conceive  of  and  shape  future  military  capabiiities.  As  the  United 
States  develo(»  new  ways  of  war.  moving  into  perhaps  a  new 
revolution  in  miiitaiy  a^rs,  doctrine  will  surely  be  a  key 
constituent. 

Current  doctrine  and  new  concepts  for  developing  future 
doctrine  (abbreviated  as  "futures  concepts"  in  the  remainder 
of  this  essay)  play  a  central  role  in  the  paradigms  that  provide 
the  framework  for  analysis  of  future  force  options.  Two 
elements  that  define  the  paradigm  are  the  projections  of  the 
future  drcurr^nces  in  which  military  force  will  be  needed,  and 
the  manner  of  determining  whidi  military  force  capsfoilities  will 
be  needed  to  assure  success. 

Contemporary  Projections  of  Alternative  Futures. 

Conceptualizing  the  future  entails  the  projection  of  trends 
and  the  selection  of  a  manageable  number  of  circumstances- 
scenarios-from  a  larger  set  of  possible  alternatives.  The  cold 
war  in  the  past  simplified  this  task.  The  increasing  uncertainties 
and  instabilities  evident  in  the  international  environment  since 
the  end  of  the  cold  war  are  at  least  as  challenging  as  those  the 
United  States  experienced  in  the  last  major  revolution  in 
military  affair^  at  the  advent  of  the  nuclear  age.^  Selecting 
planning  scenarios  from  the  set  of  plausible  alternatives  is  now 
a  relatively  more  difficult  task.  Nevertheless,  to  continue  to 
provide  adequate  gMcfonce  for  the  development  of  future 
military  capabilities,  doctrine  and  futures  concepts  must 
accommodate  an  appropriate  set  of  alternative  futures. 

Today’s  perceptions  are  catalysts  and  at  the  same  time 
present  obsfodes  in  choosing  alternative  futures.  For  instance, 
the  speed  and  relative  ease  with  which  U.  S.  forces  executed 
DESERT  STORM  have  produced  claims  of  a  new  way  of  war® 


and  expectations  about  similar  successes  in  future  combat 
situations/  To  be  sure,  the  focus  on  new  realities  helps  us 
shed  irrelevant  residues  of  the  past.  The  Clinton  administration 
and  its  *Bottom-Up  Review"^  ushered  in  the  latest 
reassessment  of  strategy,  forces,  and  resources.  It 
emphasb^d  the  new  circumstances  created  by  the  collapse  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  substituting  a  set  of  regional  conflict 
scenarios  for  the  East-West  conflict  scenarios  of  the  past.^ 
However,  the  planning  horizon  for  the  Bottom-Up  Review  and 
the  scenarios  It  employed  are  limited  to  the  near  term,  not 
projecting  beyond  the  end  of  the  decade.  There  is  no  new  set 
of  ionger-range  scenarios  that  would  be  appropriate  for  the 
Defense  Department,  the  Joint  Staff,  and  the  services  to  use 
for  future  force  development. 

In  stressing  the  latest  realities,  the  new  conventional 
wisdom  also  simultaneously  makes  it  is  increasingly  difficult  to 
see  what  has  not  changed.  Military  organizations  under 
continuous  threat  of  employment  cannot  afford  the 
discontinuity  that  would  result  from  taking  time  out  to  reshape 
themselves  as  they  experiment  with  and  eventually  adopt  new 
doctrines,  organizations,  and  equipment.  Armed  forces  in 
today’s  circumstances  must  maintain  continuity  of  capability 
while  they  simultaneously  prepare  for  the  future. 

The  process  of  conceptual  and  doctrinal  change,  therefore, 
should  incorporate  today’s  range  of  plausible  futures,  as  the 
Bottom-Up  Review  does,  as  well  as  other  scenarios  that 
provide  insurance  against  futures  that  today  appear  to  be 
unlikely  or  possibly  even  implausible.  The  process  must  be 
flexible,  allow  for  reassessments  and  periodic  corrections,  so 
thatfuture  forces  may  be  capable  and  versatile  enough  to  cope 
with  the  unexpected. 

Should  Threats  or  Capabilities  Guide  Force 
Davaiopmant? 

Developing  tomorrow’s  forces  calls  for  a  major  change  in 
the  cold  war  force  develq3ment  paradigm.  The  point  estimates 
of  future  Soviet  developments  and  the  accompanying 
threat-based  analyses  of  the  past  are  no  longer  relevant. 


Rather,  the  new  paradigm  should  focus  on  developing  needed 
capabilities  for  use  in  challenging  but  uncertain  future 
environments.^^  Therefore,  the  new  paradigm  calls  for  new 
measures  of  merit,  not  based  entirely  on  the  "force-on-force" 
algorithms  of  the  past.  The  new  measures  of  merit  that  apply 
to  the  future  should  include  the  efficiency,  effectiveness,  and 
interoperability  of  the  new  capabilities  contemplated. 

Efficiency  relates  to  the  resources  (funds,  time,  people) 
needed  to  produce  a  particular  capability.  Effectiveness  relates 
to  the  ability  (range,  probability  of  kill,  survivability  of 
combatants  and  their  equipment)  to  produce  the  needed  effect 
or  end  state.  Interoperability  relates  to  the  ability  to  exercise 
the  capability,  even  extemporaneously,^^  in  a  joint  and 
combined  force.  The  baseline  for  comparison  becomes  our 
own  current  capability  rather  than  a  presumed  or  projected 
"threat**  force’s  capability.  Because  these  new  measures  are 
in  themselves  valuable  and  can  be  quantified,  in  time  they 
should  be  widely  accepted,  even  by  the  adherents  of  the 
obsolete  threat-based  force  development  paradigm. 

in  a  fundamental  sense,  a  paradigm  that  focuses  on  making 
U.  S.  forces  as  good  as  they  can  be,  as  sunrivable  as  they  can 
be,  evokes  values  that  are  at  the  core  of  American  culture. 
Such  a  calculus  also  makes  the  future  of  the  volunteer  force 
more  secure.  Rather  than  enlisting  in  a  force  whose  capabilities 
and  size  are  just  good  enough  theoretically  to  beat  the  current 
world  villain,  the  high  quality  youtti  needed  for  all  our  services 
would  arguably  be  more  attracted  by  a  force  that  is 
demonstrably  superior  and  challenges  them  to  be  all  that  they 
can  be.  There  is  substance  for  the  future  behind  the 
time-honored  Army  advertising  slogan.^^ 

The  transition  of  the  force  development  paradigm,  from 
threat-based  to  capabilities-based,  will  have  major  effects  on 
the  development  of  doctrine  and  futures  concepts.  In  the 
Army’s  case,  the  basic  assessments  of  the  sufficiency  of 
current  doctrine  and  the  force  capabilities  it  shapes  will  shift 
from  defeat  of  the  presumed  threat  to  meeting  the  new 
measures  of  merit.  Rather  than  focusing  on  "battlefield 
deficiencies,"  assessments  and  analyses  will  shift  more  to 


identifying  opportunities  for  niore  efficient,  effective,  and 
interoperable  ways  of  conducting  operations. 

RekHng  Future  Foroee. 

The  end  of  the  cold  war  and  the  dissolution  of  the  Soviet 
Empire  have  produced  an  understandable  but  dangerous 
trend.  Stripped  of  their  principal  former  adversary,  the  armed 
forces  have  begun  a  rapid  decline  in  size  and  capability. 
Measured  against  the  remaining  contemporary  bad  ac^rs, 
even  much  smaller  forces  appear  to  be  adequate. 
Nevertfieless,  it  takes  much  longer  to  reconstitute  or  create 
new  forces  than  it  does  to  inactivate  them.  If  there  is  a  relevant 
lesson  in  our  past  on  this  matter  it  is  that  we  have  uniformly 
appreciated  new  threats  too  late.  The  processes  we  set  in 
place  to  guide  the  transition  to  the  future,  including  developing 
new  doctrine  and  futures  concepts,  should  heed  this  lesson. 

Even  small  forces  need  the  field  laboratories  in  which  to 
experiment  with  alternative  future  capabilities.  Moreover, 
innovations  that  involve  changes  in  doctrine,  organization 
designs,  and  training  cannot  be  developed  in  theory  and  put 
on  the  shelf  in  the  way  that  a  more  efficient  engine  or  ionger-life 
battery  possibly  can  be.  Therefore,  the  full  spectrum  of  combat 
development  activities,  from  thinkers  through  the  most 
sophisticated  computer  simulations  to  foe  ultimate  tests  with 
units  in  the  field,  should  remain  in  place  regardless  of  the 
reduction  in  foe  overall  force  size. 

In  planning  today  for  fielding  tomorrow’s  forces,  it  is 
therefore  vital  to  provide  for  the  time  needed  to  effect  a 
transition  to  different  types  of  forces  or  larger  force  structures. 
It  is  similarly  vital  to  be  certain  of  foe  capabilities  foe  new  forces 
will  have  before  beginning  foe  process  of  replacing  foe  old 
forces.  In  large,  complex,  and  highly  interdependent 
organizations  such  as  land  combat  units,  high  confidence 
based  on  solid  field  testing  is  essential. 

Assessing  the  Future. 

In  assessing  the  ongoing  revolution  in  military  affairs,  this 
essay  will  concentrate  on  the  processes  by  which  ideas  guide 


actior»,  agailwt  the  backgroufKl  ol  the  development  paradigrn 
and  planning  conaideiations  outlined  in  this  introduction.  It  wiH 
examine  how  concepts  and  doctrine  can  property  shape  future 
U.S.  military  capabilities  in  ttie  three  areas  of  force 
design,  training  and  leader  development,  and  resource 
allocation. 

The  point  of  departure  is  a  rev^  of  the  three  services’ 
operating  environments.  These  environments  provide  the 
context  within  which  service  professionals  (officers  and 
nOfKx>mmissior^  officers)  devc^  their  mindsets  arxi  learn 
to  define  their  unique  expertise.  Oo^rine  and  futures  concept 
in  each  of  the  sen/ices  respect  the  biases  that  the  operationai 
environments  produce. 

The  second  element  in  the  assessment  is  a  review  of  the 
characteristics  of  the  three  major  areas  and  how  concepts  stkI 
doctrirte  influence  them.  Of  special  importance  is  the  inclusion 
of  defense  agencies  that  provide  capabilities  for  the  entire 
defense  establishment  and  are  controlled  directly  by  the 
Defense  Department,  not  by  the  individual  services  or  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff. 

The  final  section  summarizes  and  offers  thoughts  on  the 
process  by  which  the  principles  that  guide  action  in  military 
affairs  are  developed.  It  offers  a  perspective  on  the  limits  of 
revolution,  evolution,  and  continuity  in  military  affairs. 

UNIQUE  SERVICE  ENVIRONMENTS 

The  environments  within  which  the  combat  elements  of 
each  of  the  services  operate  are  the  major  socializing 
influences  on  their  members,  particularly  their  career 
professionals.  The  domirtant  characteristics  of  air,  land,  and 
sea  combat  environments  are  significantly  different  from  each 
other. 

The  environments  described  in  this  essay  are  based  on  the 
author's  assessment  of  how  combat  against  regional 
adversaries  would  be  conducted  in  the  period  exterxiing  from 
the  present  to  the  20^.  In  the  past,  during  ttie  flight  of  the 
cold  war,  the  risk  levels  for  aU  services'  corr^t  forces  were 
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admitteclly  higher.  The  descriptions  of  each  environment 
include,  where  applicable,  the  implications  of  these  risk 
differentials. 


Air  Combat  Envlroiiment 

The  air  combat  environment  described  in  this  section  is  for 
fixed-^ng  aircraft.  The  operational  environment  in  which 
combat  (attack,  rescue,  reconnaissance)  helicopter  units 
operate  is  essentially  the  same  as  the  land  combat 
environment  and  is  therefore  included  there. 

Corrfoat  aircraft  and  their  crea«  are  in  harm’s  way  for 
relatively  short  periods  of  time.  Limitations  of  the  aircraft 
themselves  and  the  nature  of  air-to-air  and  air-to-ground 
combat  define  this  environment  and  its  short  employment 
periods.  Air  combat  units  and  their  crews  are  launched  from 
and  recover  to  relatively  protected  and  comfortable  areas. 

The  central  process  that  directs  air  forces’  employment  in 
most  types  of  operations  is  the  air  tasking  order  (ATO).  While 
the  more  comprehensive  joint  campaign  plan  and  force 
component  plans  and  orders  establish  the  specific  missions 
and  desired  end  states  over  time,  the  ATO  is  the  central  driving 
process  that  dominates  air  cre\^’  lives.  The  ATO  ensures  the 
sustainment  over  time  of  the  principal  air  functions  which 
include:  attack  of  point  or  area  targets  on  land,  control  of 
aerospace  from  aircraft,  protection  of  ttie  aircraft  aloft  with 
other  aircraft  aloft,  and  reconnaissance  over  land  areas. 

This  repetitive  cycle  of  intense  risk  and  relative  comfort  is 
likely  to  be  the  dominant  characteristic  of  air  crew  combat 
environments  for  the  foreseeable  future.  In  addition,  the 
limitations  on  air  functions  imposed  by  periods  of  extreme 
weattier  and  restricted  visibility  on  land-which  limit  further  the 
periods  of  intense  risk  for  air  crews-^re  also  likely  to  continue 
to  moderate  the  air  crew  combat  environment  for  some  time. 

During  the  cold  war,  the  Soviet  adversary  possessed 
roughly  equivalent  conventional  air  combat  capabilities, 
sigrtifiwtiy  larger  air  forces,  formkSBble  air  defense  forces, 
and  a  very  high  nuclear  capifoiilty.  For  American  air  combat 


crews,  the  risks  ckirirni  air  operations  wera  8K|nificaf% 
than  they  are  against  any  current  or  foreseeable  regional  foe. 
During  the  cold  war.  the  nudear  tfireat  was  high  at  main 
operating  bases.  Projecting  ahead,  the  main  threat  against 
operating  bases  is  from  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
(chemical  and  biological,  primarily)  that  may  be  delivered  by 
aircraft,  ballistic  missiles,  and  cruise  missiles.  While  these 
current  risks  are  certainly  not  negNglbie,  they  are  si^ificantly 
lower  than  the  risk  levels  during  the  cold  war  for  air  combat 
crews  in  operations  and  during  periods  of  rest  and  recovery. 

Land  Combat  Environment 

In  contrast  to  the  air  crew  combat  environment,  armies  must 
place  their  combat  soldiers  ccvitinuously  in  harm’s  way,  most 
often  directly  in  contact  or  in  imminent  probability  of  contact 
with  a  lethal  adversary.  The  operational  environment  of 
amphibious  (or  "marine*  infantry)  forces  is  essentially  identical 
to  armies  once  the  force  is  prpi^ed  ashore.  In  peacetime,  the 
training  environments  of  army  and  marine  land  combat  units 
are  essentially  identical. 

Land  combat  forces  engs^  in  continuous  operations  to 
attack  and  destroy  forces  and  facilities,  to  control  territory,  and 
to  protect  friendly  areas  and  their  populations;  while  ensuring 
their  own  survival  and  freedom  of  action.  Continuous  and  often 
high  risk  from  enemy  action  charsKrierizes  the  daily  existence 
of  combat  soldiers.  Maintaining  combat  capability  during 
operations,  and  the  versatility  to  adapt  it  to  the  exigencies  and 
opportunities  of  the  situation  without  interruption,  comprise  the 
central  operational  process  for  which  the  ATO  is  the  equivalent 
for  air  combat  crews. 

Once  engaged,  land  combat  units  normally  maintain 
contact  to  assure  battiefieid  dominance  through  control  of 
information  and  maneuver.  They  break  contact  only  in  extreme 
circumstances.  Crew  rest  is  orgjfuriized  in  a  staggered  fashion 
to  permit  continuous  operations,  day  and  night,  regsfdless  of 
the  weather.  While  risk  is  reduced  during  rest  periods,  it 
remstins  continuously  hi^  in  contrast  to  the  relativeiy  risk  f^ 
seas  which  air  combat  crews  occupy  between  their  periods  of 
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oombftt  •ngtgement  For  proloiiged  operations,  land  combat 
units  are  rotated  to  secure  areas  for  short  perfods  of  more 
comfortable  arfo  risk-free  rest,  recuperation,  and  force 
reconstitution. 

As  in  the  case  of  air  combat  crews,  the  risks  associated  with 
ttie  cold  war  were  higher  for  land  combat  forces.  However,  the 
reiativeiy  high  risk  in  combat  against  plausible  foes  does  not 
signMcantty  change  the  combat  operational  environment  for 
land  comtot.  Moreover,  the  vulnerability  of  land  combat 
formations  to  weapons  of  mass  destruction  even  from  relatively 
primitive  adversaries  is  significantly  higher  than  that 
experienced  by  air  or  naval  combat  units. 

Sea  Combat  EnvIronmeiiL 

Naval  forces  operate  in  a  combat  environment  that  lies 
between  the  operational  environments  of  air  and  land  combat 
forces.  Sea  combat  units  are,  typically,  in  harm’s  way  for 
reiativeiy  short  periods  of  time.  The  naval  force  functions 
include  destruction  of  targets  at  sea  and  on  land,  control  of 
selected  sea  areas,  and  facilitating  and  protecting  force 
deployments  by  sea  and  projection  of  those  forces  onto  land 
for  combat  or  other  operations. 

Air  combat  units  that  operate  from  aircraft  carriers 
experience  essentially  the  same  operating  environment  as  do 
air  combat  crews.  Submarine  combat  units,  while  more 
isolated  for  longer  perfods  of  time  than  many  surface  combat 
units,  are  now  operating  in  an  environment  of  low  risk  which  is 
Hkeiy  to  continue  well  into  the  next  century. 

During  the  cold  war,  naval  tonres  of  aU  types  experienced 
much  hitter  risk  levels  than  they  do  now  against  plausible 
adversaries.  Among  the  services,  sea  combat  units  have 
experienced  the  most  significant  reduction  in  the  risks 
associated  with  their  operational  environments  as  a  result  of 
the  coliapse  of  the  So\^  Union. 
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Tlw  "BuraMi”  Envtronmmt 

Rather  than  being  a  facetious  consideration,  the  op^ting 
environment  of  the  numerous  "bureaus*  in  the  deterge 
establishment  merits  consideration  as  a  separate  category. 
Much  of  the  combat  power  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  is  based 
on  organizations  that  never  deploy  to  any  battlefleld,  never 
experience  air  or  sea  combat,  and  indeed  are  never  leaRy  at 
risk  from  the  adversary.  Excluded  from  this  category  are  the 
thousands  of  civilians  who  work  directly  for  U.S.  Qo<^mment 
errtNiee  or  contractors  and  who  routinely  deploy  wWi  uniformed 
combat  units  to  operational  theaters.  This  later  set  of 
individuals  shares  exactly  the  risks  of  the  forces  they  support. 

The  denizens  of  the  bureaus  have  a  "combat"  environment 
that  is  dominated  by  two  types  of  "actions.*  One  is  the 
numerical  analyses  of  budgetary  data.  The  other  is  the  analysis 
of  an  Hern  or  pr^ram  against  qualitative  criteria.  inducHngsuch 
sources  as  presidential  campaign  promises  and  local 
oongrassional  interests.  Literate,  Interpersonal,  and  cerebral 
skills  are  most  relevant  in  this  environment.  Quantifiable 
dimensions  of  analysis  are  particulariy  prized. 

The  bureaus  have  essentialty  no  characteristics  in  common 
with  the  operating  environments  that  shape  the  imtformed 
professionals.  It  is  not  by  accident  that  uniformed  professionals 
so  often  shun  senrice  in  the  bureaus.  Neither  is  it  by  accident 
that  bureau  denizens  often  have  a  difficult  time  appreciating 
the  implications  of  essentially  unquantifiable  aspects  of  combat 
operational  environments.  The  author  recognizes  that  many 
bureaucrats  have  had  substantial  military  service  in  combat 
units;  and  that  many  combat  veterans  occupy  at  least 
temporary  positions  in  bureaus.  It  would  be  inaccurate  to 
overstate  the  limiting  effects  on  the  products  of  the 
bureaus-<poiicies  and  budgets  in  the  main-es  a  consequence. 
Nevertheless,  these  dHfferent  environments  do  make  a 
difference  in  the  acculturation  of  civilian  and  military 
professionals  in  foe  American  defense  establishment,  and 
these  diflerences  should  be  taken  into  account  in  assMsing 
substantive  matters  that  bring  civilians  and  the  military  together 
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as  they  do  in  every  aspect  of  the  revoliition  in  mVilaiy  affairs 
that  many  assert  is  underway. 

Baalc  impHcations  of  Unlqiie  Servioe  Envtromiionta. 

UnderstendinQ  the  operationai  environments  is  key  to 
underWKftig  the  sen^  cultures,  the  military  values  of  their 
profeMionals,  and  therefore  the  ways  in  which  they  develop 
their  doctrines  artd  futures  concepts,  it  is  important  to 
acknowledge  thid  there  is  no  "joint*  operational  environment 
Deployed  headquarters  share,  in  the  main,  the  operationai 
environments  of  air  or  sea  combat  units.  Those  headquarters 
In  the  Unitod  States  share  the  bureau  environment. 

The  admirable  initiatives  to  expand  each  service 
professionai  in  progressive  and  sequential  joint  education  and 
operational  experiences  have  not  changed  sen/ice  cuHuies. 
These  joint  episodes  certainly  serve  to  expand  mutual 
understanding  but  they  in  themselves  cannot  affect  the 
operational  environments  of  each  servk»’s  combat  units  arrd 
therefore  cannot  change  the  dominant  nature  of  their  cuttuial 
influence. 

ASSESSMENT  OF  MAJOR  DEFENSE  AREAS 

In  assessing  the  nexus  of  ideas  and  actions  in  the  major 
areas  of  mititny  affairs,  the  author  has  implicitly  based  his 
Kidgments  on  the  principles  outlined  in  the  introduction  to  this 
essay  in  light  of  the  unique  environments  that  shape 
professional  attitudes  across  the  American  defense 
estabisihment  The  starting  point  is  a  brief  review  of  the  status 
of  joint  and  senrice  doctrine  and  futures  concepts  efforts. 

SMvIee  and  Joint  Doctrine. 

In  the  seventh  year  following  enactment  of  the 
Qoldwater-Nichols  Act,^^  there  has  been  considerable 
progress  in  developing  doctrine  to  guide  joint  mililary  action. 
aMhough  a  substantial  amount  of  work  remains.  Authoritative 
joint  pubHcadons  have  been  promulgated  for  51  of  the  100 
subject  areas  setoded  for  joint  doctrine  development  Of  the 
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remairKler.  in  43  areas  a  publication  is  urKlerdevek)pme^  In 
only  six  areas  is  there  nettling  under  dsvelopmanU^ 

There  are  Joint  manuals  to  guide  the  armed  forces  at  the 
highest  levels  of  aH  major  functionai  areas  except  plans,  for 
which  a  manual  is  under  development  (Joint  Pub  5-0.  Plans).^^ 
The  areas  in  which  doctrine  development  has  not  be^n 
include: 

•  Interagency  Coordination  (Joirtt  Pub  1-06), 

•  Employment  of  Selecled  Weapon  Systems  (Joint  Pub 

1-00). 

•  Counterair  Operations  (Joint  Pub  3-01), 

•  Joint  Engagement  Zone  (Joint  Pub  3-01 .6). 

•  Humanitarian  Assistance  (Joint  Pub  3-07.52),  and 

•  Domestic  Support  Operations  (Joint  Pub  3*07.53). 

In  these  six  areas,  progress  has  been  frustrated  by  a 
combination  of  insufficient  agreement  on  fundamental 
principles,  insufficient  time,  and  higher  priority  doctrine 
development  projects  for  the  Joint  Staff,  services,  and 
combatant  commands  concerned,  in  one  area,  previously  set 
askfe^*  as  the  domain  of  'basic  national  defense  doctrine," 
early  drafts  proved  inadequate  and  there  has  been  no  further 
progress. 

In  all,  in  spite  of  obvious  progress,  there  is  no  joint 
publication  that  harmonizes  £di  meyor  functional  areas  in  the 
way  that  FM  100-5  and  AFM  1-1^^  provide  the  doctrinai 
cajretones  for  the  Army  and  Air  Force,  respectiveiy.  Each  joint 
publication  has  had  unique  guidance  without  the  benefit  of  an 
overarching  doctrinai  concept.  A  variety  of  entities,  principally 
the  services  and  combatant  commands,  have  been 
responsible  for  developing  the  initial  drafts.  As  a  consequence, 
even  after  aH  100  joint  manuals  now  planned  have  been 
completed,  they  will  have  to  be  harmonized  within  and  between 
functional  areas.  Moreover,  whereas  the  Army’s  system 
spedficaily  guides  force  development,  the  joint  system  does 
not. 
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To  Wustrale  the  difference  between  the  authority  vested  in 
Army  and  joint  doctrine,  below  are  fee  oper^ive  statfemerHs 
from  the  Afifn/s  fetest  version  of  FM 1 00-5  and  the  tatest  of  the 
major  functional  area  manuals  in  the  joint  system. 

FM  100>6  fumWiM  Sw  aulhorSalfvs  founfedon  for  aubonJin^ 
clecti1n».foicsdaeign.t!WlerfeacqtfeWon.profeMloniyeclucatf^ 
and  kNMdual  and  unit  training. 

JoM  Pub  2-0  ia  tha  kayalone  documers  of  the  joint  intoMigence 
aariaa.  Thia  publication  aats  forth  doctrina  to  govam  tha  Joint 
actMSaaandparfomiaircaofthaAnnodFoioaaofthalMiledStaioa 
in  joint  oparafona  aa  wall  as  tha  doctrViai  basis  for  US  nifeaiy 
^wotvarnant  in  imdinabonal  and  kntwragancy  oparations.  It  providas 
military  guidanca  for  tha  axardsa  of  authority  by  combatant 
commandars  and  othar  joint  fbrca  commandars  and  praacribas 
docbina  for  joint  oparations  and  trafofog.  It  providaa  military 
guidanca  for  usa  by  tha  ArmadForcaa  in  preparing  their  appropriate 
plarts....  In  lyiplying  the  doctrfoe  set  forth  in  this  publication,  care 
must  be  taken  to  distinguish  between  distinct  but  related 
responsibilities  in  the  two  channels  of  authority  to  forces  assigdsd 
to  cornbatant  cornrnands.  The  Military  Departtnants  and  Services 
recruit,  organize,  train,  eouip,  and  provide  forces  for  assi^ment  to 
combatarrt  commands....'^ 

The  Army’s  guidance  is  dear  and  direct.  Joint  doctrine,  on 
fee  other  hand,  neither  directiy  nor  through  fee  combatant 
commanders  has  the  status  to  guide  the  fundamentai  activities 
rssenred  to  the  senrices  under  Title  10,  United  States  Code. 
The  implications  of  this  difference  wili  be  outlined  in  fee 
discussion  of  force  development. 

It  is  important  to  acknowledge  fee  impact  of  iessons 
learned,  particularty  from  fee  Persian  Gulf  War,  on  doctrine.  In 
the  faTNiiedtede  aftermath  of  fee  war,  motivated  by  fee  desire  to 
atferujate  service  differences  and  to  begin  to  provide  top-down 
doctrinal  guidance.  General  Colin  L.  Poweli  commissioned 
(and  to  a  sigrtificant  extent  personally  wrote)  a  wholly  new 
pubHcatlon,  Joint  Warfare  of  the  U.  S.  Armed  Forces.^ 
Streep  the  imperatives  of  ^nt  action,  it  advertised  on  its 
frontcoverfeafJofefVIferftire/sTeamtVarfere.*  This  manual 
sought  to  give  impetus  to  a  post-war  spirit  of  intersenrice 
cooperation,  to  energize  aH  concerned  to  eNminate  fee  large 


joint  doctrine  d^retopment  baddog.  and  to  incorporate  as 
rapidly  as  possible  the  lessons  of  DESERT  STORM.^^  A 
formal  Detame  Department  report  on  the  conduct  of  the  Qtrtf 
War  contained  many  useful  and  lessons.^  Not  to  be 

left  vMthout  comment  on  thte  matter,  the  then  Chairman  of  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee  commissioned  and 
published  his  own  report  on  the  w^*.^  Taken  together,  the 
Defense  Department  and  congressional  reports  contain 
findings  and  observations  that  ate  useful  input  for  Joint  and 
service  doctrine  and  futures  concepts  development.  Standing 
alone,  however,  neither  report  adds  anything  significant  to  the 
existing  body  of  guiding  principles  that  determine  the  military 
power  of  the  United  States. 

For  its  part,  the  Army  incorporated  lessons  learned  from 
DESERT  STORM  with  Hs  ongoing  futures  concepts  process  to 
produce  the  1993  edition  of  FM  100-5,  Operatiohs.^  Thfe 
edition  of  the  manual  included  significant  aspects  of  the 
previous  Army  futures  concept,  ^rland  Operations^  The 
Army  also  completed  a  one-volume  assessment  of  lessons 
learned  in  ail  areas,  including  doctrine,  publishing  the  result  in 
1993.“  The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  promulgated  a  general  vision 
statement  to  guide  the  development  of  doctrine  and  other 
future-oriented  activities,  also  in  1993.^ 

The  Air  Force  published  a  White  Paper,  Global 
Reach-Gk^l  Power, ^  and  a  new  edition  of  its  capstone 
manual.  Air  Force  Manual  1-1,  Basic  Aerospace  Doctrine  of 
the  United  States  Air  ForceP  It  also  commissioned  ^ 
extensive  "Gulf  War  Air  Power  Survey"  that  presented  its 
findings  and  recommendations  in  1993.“  The  Air  Force 
sought  to  give  doctrine  development  additional  emphasis  by 
upgracNng  its  activity  to  a  Do^ne  Command,  altoough  its 
commander  remains  a  colonel.  The  Navy  seized  the 
opportunity  presented  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Guff  War  to 
emphastee  Its  role  In  projecting  power  (including  armies  and 
naval  infantry)  ashore.  The  Na^s  concept  was  published  in  a 
White  Paper  entitled  From  the  SeaP  The  Navy  also 
Mtablished  its  own  Doctrine  Command.  In  contrast  to  the 
Army’s  long  established  doctrine  and  futures  concepts 
developmerft  process,  and  its  comprehensive  Training  and 
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Ooctrifw  Command,  tto  Air  Force  and  Navy  efforts  in  these 
direcifons  are  embryonic.  In  due  course,  they  wHI  mature  and 
acquire  reputations  based  on  foe  value  their  rmpective 
servicee  accord  to  their  products. 

Service  and  Joint  Fulurae  Concepts. 

The  Army  has  a  well-established  process  for  developing 
fotuies  concefHs.  Theee  concef^  pros^  for  a  disciplined 
exploration  of  altsmative  futures  to  permit  developmOTt  of 
doctrine  for  the  future.  TNs  process  resulted  in  the  revisions  to 
FM  100-5  promuigatad  in  1966^  and  1993.  At  present,  foe 
Army's  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  is  completing  work  on 
the  latest  such  futures  concept  which  will  be  promul^ted  in  a 
new  TRADOC  Pamphlet  525-5.  When  approved,^  this 
parrHfolet  wHI  become  the  authoritative  basis  for  projecting 
ahead  aH  the  Army  shaping  activities,  including  doctrine; 
operaHonal  concepts  for  organizations  and  major  weapon 
systems;  the  dMign  of  organizations;  materiel;  and  training 
and  leader  development  programs.  The  new  futures  concept 
will  also  influence  the  overall  allocation  of  resources  for  other 
future  development  activities. 

Among  the  services,  foe  Army’s  doctrine  and  futures 
concepts  development  system  is  the  most  comprehensive  and 
mature.^  Neither  the  other  services  nor  the  joint  doctrine 
system  have  concepts  in  place  to  explore  altemative  futures. 
The  joint  doctrine  system  has  no  provision  for  such 
developments.  Moreover,  there  is  no  process  or  product  in  the 
Deform  Department  to  provide  guidance  or  direction  from  the 
level  of  foe  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  on  futures 
concepts. 

Two  current  initiatives  within  OSD  and  the  Joint  Staff  could 
in  the  future  provide  policy  and  doctrinal  guidance  for  futures 
concepts  and  future  doctrine.  One  is  sponsored  by  the  Office 
of  the  Undersecretary  of  Defense  for  Policy,  it  seeks  to 
raritalize  foe  long-range  planning  system  and  provide  general 
guidance  to  the  uniformed  military  establishment  and  the 
service  secretariats  for  completing  the  transition  to 
capabilities-based  force  planning  and  for  improving  the 


integration  erf  defense-wide  plarming  activities.  This  in^tive 
could  provide  policy  direction  for  a  jdnt  process  of  futures 
concepts  dwroiopn^t  to  include  the  selection  erf  a  r^evant 
family  of  planning  scenarios  that  go  beyond  ttwiae  contained 
in  the  Bottom-Up  Review.^  The  most  recent  Defense 
Department  Annual  Report  acknowledges  that:  ”The 
requirements  process  must  be  more  closely  integrated  with  the 
operational  concepts  and  objectives.*^  This  planning  initiative 
could  be  helpful  in  this  regard. 

The  second  initiative  is  being  undertaken  within  the  Joint 
Staff  under  the  auspices  of  the  Vice  Chairman.  It  entails 
revising  the  terms  of  reference  for  the  Joint  Requirements 
Oversight  Council  (JROC)  to  improve  the  way  in  which  it  can 
influence  the  definition  of  military  requirements  for  materiel 
systems  as  well  as  other  dimensions  of  military  capability. 
Under  the  JROC’s  current  mandate,  it  has  the  responsibility  for 
articulating  military  needs  and  validating  performance  goals 
and  program  baselines  for  consideration  by  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Board  (DAB).^  In  view  of  the  JROC’s  position  atop 
the  uniformed  military  requirements  process  and  its  role  in 
advising  the  DAB,  if  the  OSD  policy  planning  and  JROC 
mandate  revision  processes  are  synchronized,  these 
combined  initiatives  could  give  impetus  to  a  proper  joint  futures 
concepts  development  process  that  could,  in  turn,  shape  future 
joint  force  development.  At  present,  however,  because  of  the 
absence  of  futures  concept  development  systems  outside  the 
Army,  there  is  no  capstone  vision  statement  for  future 
development  except  in  the  Army. 

As  an  indicator  of  the  emphasis  given  to  doctrine  and  its 
development,  it  is  revealing  that  in  the  DOD  Annual  Report, 
only  the  Army  and  Air  Force  commented  at  all  on  this  subject. 
Neither  the  DOD  nor  Navy  sections  of  the  report  has  any 
reference  to  doctrine.  The  Army  asserted  the  importance  of  the 
new  FM  100-5: 

The  Army  recently  revised  the  intellectual  foundation  for  its 
operations.  We  piMished  a  n^  FM  100*5,  Operations,  both  to 
accomrrKXIate  new  strategic  realities  and  to  ensure  continuity.^ 

The  Air  Force  asserted  tiiat: 
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Ow  dodtrinal  contribution  to  the  e«w<ies«toptoig  role  of  aen)6p^ 
power  in  recent  joint  operetk)r»  to  idso  in^xxtam.  For  example,  in 
theater  irir  defense,  we  are  study^  the  evolving  aircraft,  cruise 
missiie.  and  baWstic  missile  threats....^ 

These  corranents  reveal,  as  well,  the  context  in  which  these 
two  sar>^ces  typicaily  view  doctrine.  The  Army  sees  doctrine 
as  a  coherent  set  of  broad  guidelines  that  reach  out  to  ail 
aspects  of  the  its  operations.  The  Air  Force  at  times  views 
doctrine  as  an  instrument  for  achieving  specific  purposes  in 
specific  funedonai  areas,  as  well  as  asserting  in  the  most 
general  terms  the  role  of  "aerospace  power"  in  military  affairs.^ 

Doctrine  will  have  to  be  a  central  feature  in  any  revolution 
in  military  affairs.  A  significant  obstacle  to  such  a  revolution  is 
the  lack  of  any  overarching  OSD  or  joint  vision  statement  or 
guidance  for  futures  concepts.  The  discussion  of  force 
development  will  highlight  the  negative  consequences  that  this 
creates  for  future  force  planning. 

Service  and  Joint  Force  Oeveiopment  Processes. 

Force  development,  as  the  temn  is  used  in  this  essay, 
comprises  the  design  of  organizations  and  materiel  to 
accomplish  combat  and  peacetime  tasks.  It  Is  the  function  that 
creates  the  military  potential  needed  to  carry  out  the  tasks.  By 
contrast,  training  and  leader  development  convert  that 
potential  into  actual  military  capabilities. 

Doctrine  and  futures  concepts  provide  the  sets  of  principles 
that  guide  the  force  development  process.  They  distill  and 
interpret  the  lessons  of  the  past.  They  accommodate  the 
central  values  end  mores  of  national  culture  and  the  unique 
aspects  of  the  services’  operating  environments.  Futures 
concepts,  in  particular,  posit  alternatives  for  the  future  that 
merit  detailed  analysis  and  experimentation. 

In  the  process  of  force  development,  doctrine  and 
technology  interact.  Technology  developed  without  the  benefit 
of  doctrine  may  senre  no  usetiji  military  purpose.  Doctrine 
established  without  understanding  the  promise  and  limitations 
of  techrK>logy  cannot  accomplish  its  principal  purpose.  The 


issue  is  not  which  comes  first,  but  how  they  should  relate  to 
each  other. 

At  this  point  in  the  post-cold  war  period,  force  development 
and  the  absolute  size  of  the  armed  forces  are,  so  to  speak, 
under  siege.  It  is  difficult  for  the  defense  establishment  to  be 
persuasive  about  needed  new  capabilities  with  the  Soviet 
threat  gone.  Similarly,  the  defense  structure  and  its  funding 
have  become  the  principal  source  of  resources  in 
Government-wide  budget  and  deficit  reduction  initiatives  and 
"reinvestment”  programs.  Development  of  future  forces  under 
these  circumstances  encounters  obstacles  that  are  the  most 
severe  that  they  have  been  since  the  end  of  World  War  II. 

it  is,  of  course,  entirely  appropriate  to  insist  that  the 
proponents  of  new  capabilities  make  their  case.  It  is  also 
obviously  essential  to  assure  the  vitality  of  the  American 
economy  now  and  for  the  future.  Nevertheless,  while  reducing 
defense  budgets  and  downsizing  and  reshaping  forces  are 
essential,  there  is  a  lesson  concerning  the  size  and 
composition  of  the  armed  forces  that  should  be  appreciated 
when  contemplating  future  force  development.  In  this 
tumultuous  period  of  global  instability  and  uncertainty,  it  is 
especially  important  for  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  to  have  a  robust 
capability  to  cope  with  unanticipated  but  definable  challenges 
in  combat  and  noncombat  situations. 

Individual  units  must  be  versatile  enough  to  adapt  to  a 
range  of  potential  types  of  employment  against  a  wide  variety 
of  adversaries-including  a  potential  peer  competitor  at  some 
point  in  the  next  century.  Forces  developed  for  the  challenging 
period  ahead  cannot  be  expected  to  succeed  if  they  are 
designed  as  lean  organizations  specialized  to  perform  a  single 
task  or  a  small  set  of  tasks  against  a  smail  and  defined  set  of 
pr^ential  adversaries.  Forces  in  being  today  were  designed 
during  the  height  of  the  cold  war.  Because  their  organizational 
designs  and  materiel  were  inherently  robust  and  versatile,  they 
can  with  little  difficulty  adapt  to  post-cold  war  challenges. 
Operation  DESERT  STORM  provides  the  most  obvious 
evidence. 
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In  assessing  current  force  devetopn^nt  efforts,  two 
‘(essons*  from  the  Persian  Gulf  War  and  more  recent  exercises 
have  seminal  importance.  These  are  the  lessons  of  precision 
in  the  attack  of  distant  targ^  on  land,  and  of  simultaneous 
operations  throughout  the  battle  area. 

In  the  area  of  precision,  some  of  the  lessons  are  almost  too 
obvious,  if  a  target  can  be  loci^,  it  can  be  destroyed  at 
relativeiy  low  risk  to  our  own  attack  forces  with  a  very  high  level 
of  confidence.  Attack  means  include  manned  aircraft  and 
stand-off  missiles  launched  from  land,  sea,  or  airborne 
platforms.  The  probabilities  are  very  high  for  penetrating 
enemy  defenses,  definitive^  locating  a  previously  identified 
target,  delivering  the  lethai  or  nonlett^  "warhead"  where  and 
when  it  is  needed,  acNeving  the  desired  end  state  (destruction, 
suppression,  immobilization),  and  recovering  the  attacking 
force  with  little  or  no  damage  or  casualties. 

Not  as  obvious  in  the  lessons  of  precision  attack  are  three 
major  unresolved  issues.  These  are  the  nature  and  location  of 
the  real  intended  target,  the  timing  of  the  attack,  and  limiting 
unwanted  "coHatera!"  damage. 

Not  ail  targets  are  what  they  appear.  Some  prime  targets 
are  not  obvious,  not  easy  to  distinguish  from  areas  of  little  or 
no  value.  It  remains  much  easier  to  hit  what  can  be  seen  than 
it  is  to  be  sure  what  it  is  that  is  seen  or  actually  has  been  hit. 

Even  if  the  target  is  indeed  what  it  appears  to  be.  it  matters 
when  it  is  attacked.  Some  targets  have  values  that  vary  over 
tirr>a.  Destroying  an  empty  building  may  be  useful  but  not  as 
useful  as  destroying  it  and  the  function  it  performs  when  that 
best  assists  our  forces  to  achieve  important  objectives.  The 
destruction  of  some  targets  will  only  have  the  desired  effect 
within  relatively  narrow  time  limits.  At  this  point  In  service  and 
joint  force  development,  we  have  perfected  neifiier  a  method 
for  determining  the  optimal  time  for  attack  nor  the  mechanisms 
to  utilize  fully  all  available  capabilities  of  all  services  and  allies 
at  that  time. 

The  issue  of  unwanted  coiiateral  damage  continues  to  be 
serious  in  spite  of  the  significant  increases  in  accuracy  of  many 
of  our  latest  warheads.  As  a  consequence,  the  relative 
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efficiency  of  iong-range  8tandK>ff  attack  may  be  inappn^riate 
in  important  cases,  p<^ibiy  necessitating  foregoing  the  attad( 
altogether.  The  cases  of  aircraft  placed  next  to  archaeological 
monuments  and  difficulties  of  destroying  objects  such  as 
bridges  located  in  populated  areas  are  illustrative. 

These  three  issues  are  likely  to  characterize  the  precision 
attack  task  for  the  foreseeable  future  and,  therefore,  should  be 
taken  into  account  by  future  force  development  initiatives. 

In  the  area  of  simultaneous  operations,  it  is  now  possible 
to  operate  in  depth  to  attack  key  combat  functions  and  their 
control  and  support  means  in  a  way  that  can  achieve  the  end 
state  without  the  need  for  a  prolon^^d  sequence  of  close 
operations.  When  combined  with  the  effects  of  precision, 
simultaneity  can  substantially  shorten  the  length  and  costs 
associated  with  campaigns  on  land,  facilitating  an  early  and 
favorable  conclusion  of  hostilities. 

The  major  Issues  concerning  simultaneity  appear  to  be 
controlling  information  and  intelligence,  and  synchronizing  the 
operations  of  all  force  providers.  The  major  force  development 
initiatives  in  the  Army  center  on  the  first  of  these  issues.  The 
Army  is  striving  for  near  perfect  distributed  situational 
awareness  through  the  proliferation  of  digital  data  processing 
capabilities  in  its  principal  combat  platforms.  It  is  also  seeking 
to  ensure  it  has  near  perfect  intelligence  and  informatton 
provided  to  ail  who  can  use  it  in  near  real  time,  while  denying 
the  same  to  the  adversary  and  even  actively  deceiving  the 
adversary  with  false  information.  In  both  cases,  the  Army  has 
in  place  the  basic  doctrinal  principles  in  the  new  FM  100-5  to 
begin  to  master  these  two  issues.  It  also  is  completing  a  new 
futures  concept,  as  mentioned  above,  to  develop  further  these 
and  other  areas  to  achieve  "full-dimensional  operations."^^ 

These  Army  initiatives  are  typical  of  the  force  development 
process.  Each  service  has  derived  parochial  lessons  from 
combat  against  Iraq.  There  is  no  joint  mechanism  to  enforce  a 
doctrinal  basis  for  moderating  this  normai  but  inefficient 
parochialism.  Neither  is  there  joint  future  force  development 
guidance  that  addresses  these  and  other  basic  questions  of 
military  affairs. 


There  is  no  ouidance  on  the  degree  of  robustness  needed, 
much  less  how  to  achieve  ft.  Rather,  there  is  ample  guidance 
and  forced  budget  cuts  on  programs  that  origin^  were 
focused  on  the  Soviet  Union.  The  exception  to  this  rule  is 
triggered  when  the  civilian  indusfoal  base  appe^  in  jeopa^, 
but  ntA  when  combat  functions  could  be  at  risk  if  optimistic 
estimates  of  the  future^  prove  invalid.  The  operating 
assumption  is  that  'overlap*  Is  unnecessary,  except  possibly 
in  the  case  of  the  nudear  triad. 

Senrice  operating  environments  are  vital  in  cfoveioping 
guidance  for  future  force  devdopment.  If  future  operations  are 
assessed  to  be  essentially  comprised  of  precise  target  attack 
and  destruction  or  neutralization  (best  ratkxialized  in  air  and 
sea  cultures),  then  the  other  functions  in  war  and  peace  will 
pay  the  bills.  At  the  other  extreme,  if  future  military  operations 
are  assessed  as  requiring  largely  humanitarian  and  other 
assistance  to  civil  authorities  and  peace  keeping  operations, 
sophisticated  air  and  sea  precision  attack  forces  become 
irrelevant,  as  do  forces  that  project  combat  power  (rather  than 
noncombat  assistance)  from  the  sea. 

Current  processes  and  guidance  provide  no  alternative  to 
independent  and  uncoordinated  sen/ice  force  development 
acth^s  moderated  at  foe  last  stage  in  foe  development 
process  by  foe  DAB,  JROC.  and  political  budget  pressures.  In 
technical  fields  there  is,  on  foe  other  hand,  perhaps  too  much 
detailed  near-term  technical  development  guidance.  Even  a 
cursory  review  of  the  DOD  Annual  Report,  the  latest 
congressional  authorization  and  appropriation  bills,  and  the 
latest  OSD  program  and  budget  guidance  will  adequately 
illustrate  this  conclusion.  For  longer-term  science  and 
technology  developments,  after  casting  aside  foe  previous 
Administration’s  strategy  and  technology  thrusts,  the  current 
Administration  has  not  yet  developed  a  replacement.^ 

A  disciplined  long-range  planning  process  that  included  a 
range  of  plausible  (even  if  currently  improbable)  scenarios,  and 
guidance  for  developing  futures  concepts  and  future  doctrine, 
would  be  the  first  step  in  the  establishment  of  a  long  overdue 
joint  fonre  development  process. 
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8«rvle«  and  Joint  Training  and  Laadar  Da^nriopmanL 

Service  training  is  continuous,  ir^ense,  and  e)q[)en8ive. 
Joint  trainir^  is  episodic  and  expensive.  Neither  service  nor 
joint  peacetime  training  adequately  prepares  forces  for  future 
contingencies.  At  the  nexus  of  ideas  arid  actions  In  this  major 
area  of  militaiy  affairs  are  doctrine,  which  is  adequate,  and 
funding  priorities,  which  are  inappropriate. 

Services  typically  approach  joint  training  as  a  rwcessity  to 
be  addressed  after  the  fundamental  service  core 
competendes  at  individual  and  unit  levels  have  been  achieved. 
In  the  Army,  the  mission  essential  tasks  that  guide  each  unit 
typically  ignore  or  inadequately  stipulate  the  requirements  for 
integrating  the  unit  into  a  joint  or  combined  formation.  The 
notable  exceptions,  of  course,  are  Army  airborne  units  and 
their  habitually  associated  Air  Force  airlift  units.  Even  in  the 
most  sophisticated  and  intense  training  environments,  the 
National  Training  Center  and  ^e  Battle  Command  Training 
Program  in  the  Army's  case,  joint  dimensions  such  as 
air-ground  integration  are  underdevetoped  and  underutilized. 

The  traditional  Defense  Department  budget  and  program 
practices  have  left  largely  to  ttie  individual  services  the 
establishment  of  training  piiorities  and  funding.  The  standard 
auditing  mechanism  consists  of  self-reported  readiness 
indicators  that  remain  service-specific.  Absent  are  indicators 
of  the  achievement  of  joint  trsuning  objectives  which  can  be 
derived  from  joint  doctrine. 

To  be  sure,  the  provisions  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act 
have  enabled  joint  commanders  to  establish  readiness  and 
capability  objectives  for  their  assigned  service  forces. 
However,  the  services  control  the  allocation  of  the 
ovenvhehning  majority  of  training  funds  and  determine  training 
standards.  There  is  no  institutional,  procedural  link  between 
joint  doctrine,  joint  command  requirements,  and  allocation  of 
furKis  across  and  within  senrices  to  support  training. 

Leader  development  is  predominantly  a  service  furn^lion, 
although  it  also  is  affected  by  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act. 
Services  correctly  view  leader  development  as  the  most 
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important  function  for  ensuring  near-term  success  in  combat 
and  for  properly  shaping  the  forces  of  the  future.  Leaders  are 
the  services*  most  important  legacies  from  generation  to 
generation. 

In  their  programs  of  formal  leader  education  and  training, 
development  tiirough  successive  operational  assignments, 
and  encouragement  of  individual  self-development,  the 
services  adopt  priorities  that  mirror  their  training  priorities.  The 
highest  priority  is  accorded  to  developing  the  basic  service  and 
specialty  core  competencies.  These  basic  leader  development 
buildtng  blocks  include  sotid  acculturation  in  the  unique  service 
operating  environment.  The  joint  dimension  of  leader 
deveiopn^t  becomes  an  added  element,  not  an  inherent 
element,  in  leader  development  programs. 

As  a  result  of  the  Goldwater-NIchols  Act,  much  more 
intrusive  joint  requirements  are  placed  on  the  formal  education 
and  promotion  systems.  Nevertheless,  as  in  the  case  of  joint 
training,  the  preponderance  of  guidance  and  funding  for  leader 
development  programs  rests  with  the  services  without 
overarching  joint  guidance.  There  are  no  institutional, 
procedural  links  between  joint  doctrine,  the  substance  of  leader 
development  programs,  and  amount  and  priority  of  funding 
for  the  preponderance  of  the  functions  that  remain  within  the 
services. 


The  major  point  in  this  assessment  of  the  joint  dimensions 
of  training  and  leader  development  programs  is  not  that  they 
should  be  taken  from  the  services.  It  is.  ratiier,  that  the  services 
should  be  given  better  guidance  to  make  these  joint 
oKmensions  integral  to  leader  development  and  training  rather 
than  the  thin  veneer  that  they  are  today.  As  simulations  assume 
a  greater  proportion  of  training  and  leader  development 
programs,  it  may  become  easier  to  integrate  joint  dimensions. 
However,  without  adequate  joint  guidance  for  futures  concepts 
and  force  development,  this  m^or  area  of  military  affairs  will 
continue  to  be  underdeveloped.  It  will  not  produce  the 
maximum  joint  combat  capability  from  the  potential  of  all  the 
senrices'  unit  designs  and  materiel. 


SmvIm,  Joint,  and  080  Programming  and  Budgaling. 

By  contrast  to  otfier  rm^  araas  of  mHHary  affairs,  there  is 
no  lack  of  guidance  to  the  entire  defense  community  for  budget 
and  program  formulation.  In  this  area  the  guidance  ranges  from 
gen^  prforilles  in  functional  areas  to  specific  directions  for 
individual  Hems. 

The  formal  Defense  Department  Planning,  Programming, 
and  Budgeting  System  (PPBS),^  and  the  day-to-day  practices 
that  give  it  life,  have  two  diaracteristics  that  inhibit  a  true 
revolution  in  military  affairs.  The  first  is  the  lack  of  an 
institutional,  procedural  link  to  joint  doctrine.  The  second  is  the 
prevalence  of  threat-oriented  marginal  analysis. 

To  be  sure,  the  principal  guidance  documents  and 
procedures  relate  all  elements  of  national  military  power  to 
strategy  and  policy  and  include  all  relevant  participants. 
Because  funds  are  never  adequate  to  provide  for  all  needed 
military  capabilities,  PPBS  does  establish  priorities  that 
transcend  the  services.  Moreover,  to  a  significant  degree, 
operational  concepts  and  joint  doctrine  have  a  role  in  selected 
functional  areas,  particularly  vt^in  individual  parts  of  the 
research  and  development  bureaucracy. 

What  is  absent  in  PPBS  is  an  overall  joint  doctrinal  template 
by  which  to  rationalize  currmt  programs,  including  acquisition. 
Similarty,  there  is  no  joint  futures  concept  or  force  development 
vision  by  which  to  rationalize  research  and  development.  No 
procedure  is  in  existence  that  would  permit  devel^ing  joint 
doctrinal  measures  of  merit  for  examining  the  sufficiency  of 
funding  within  and  across  functional  areas,  or  within  and  across 
the  services  and  defense  agencies.  Because  there  is  no  joint 
futures  concept,  a  number  of  attempts  at  overarching  guidance 
such  as  the  "science  and  technology  thnists*  have  been 
developed.^  While  these  provide  direction  for  selected  areas 
considered  of  high  value  by  OSD,  they  are  neither 
corrH)rehen8ive  nor  helpful  in  establishing  priorities  between 
current  and  future  cap^lities,  between  services,  or  within 
services. 
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The  second  obetade,  threat-based  marginal  analysis,  may 
be  removed  if  the  changes  in  long-range  planning  under 
oonsiderMion  by  the  Undersecretary  of  Defense  for  Policy^ 
are  put  in  place.  The  problems  that  the  old  procedure  creates 
are  an  inabmfy  to  find  a  suitable  substHute  for  the  Soviet  threat 
to  use  in  research  and  analysis,  and  an  Inability  to  develop 
options  that  consider  trade-offs  between  functional  areas  and 
services.  If  PPBS  indeed  completes  the  transition  to 
capabmies-based  force  planning  and  a  joint  futures  concept  is 
developed,  analysis  and  dec^n  making  based  on  and 
rattonaNzed  by  doctrine  and  joint  concepts  would  be 
possible. 

CONCLUOINQ  OBSERVATIONS 

Rttumlng  to  tfw  opetUng  r^rato,  whither  goes  the  revalue  in 
mlKtoiy  eftoirs?  short  smswer  is  that  there  is  more  evdudon 
than  rwoMlon  to  evidence. 

The  tables  below  provide  an  impressionistic  summary  of 
the  author's  assessment  of  foe  current  and  potential  future 
processes  of  change  in  foe  three  mcyor  areas  of  military  affairs. 
The  assessment  relates  to  foe  armed  forces  as  a  whole. 


The  Revolution  In  MHttary  Affairs 


niSBSlHi 

Revolution 

Evolution 

Continuity 

iForoe  Design 

X 

1 

X 

iResouroes 

X 

Table  1. 1994  Aasessment 


MaiorArea 

Revolution 

Evolution 

Continuity 

Force  Oesicyi 

X 

Training 

X 

Reeouroso 

X 

Table  2.  Future  Potential. 


CiMriy  there  are  elements  in  services  that  wW  have 
profiles  that  differ  significantly  from  this  overall  assessment. 
For  instance,  rsvolutionafy  change  is  possible  wHNn  this 
decade  In  die  manner  of  conducing  dose  operations  in 
high-IntensIty  warfare  if  the  Army  experiments  currently 
undenvay  to  'digitize''  succeed.  SirnHarfy,  if  current  initiatives 
to  improve  the  timeliness  and  prsctsion  of  the  attack  of  distant 
high  value  targets  on  land  succeed,  the  resulting  synergy 
between  deep  and  dose  operations  can  significantly  enhance 
the  effectiveness  and  speed  of  theater  campaigns,  in  the  main, 
for  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States,  there  is  no  obvious 
revolution  in  mUitary  affairs  on  the  horizon  of  the  sort  that 
resulted  from  the  inti^uction  of  the  internal  combustion  engine 
or  nuclear  weapons.  What  revolutions  there  may  be  are  more 
akin  to  the  introduction  of  "stealth”  which  resulted  in  a 
significant  improvement  in  a  few  battlefield  functions,  but 
f«rdly  revolutionized  warfare. 

Focusing  on  the  major  defense  areas,  revolution  in  doctrine 
will  be  possible  only  to  the  extent  that  significantiy  different 
futures  concepts  or  their  equivdent  drive  the  process.  There 
are  no  such  revolutionary  concepts,  service-unique  or  joint,  in 
existence  or  under  development.  The  revolution,  if  it  occurs, 
wHi  be  in  the  proc^ses  for  developing  futures  concepts  within 
the  defense  establishment.  The  introduction  of  concepts- 
based  i^tianning  with  policy  direction  from  OSD  and  force 
development  directly  Knked  to  doctrine  and  concepts  could 
produce  a  revolution  within,  perhaps,  a  decade. 

In  the  area  of  force  design,  revolution  is  possible  provided 
current  kiitiatives  to  use  distributed  simulations  expand  within 
and  across  senrices  and  are  stimulated  by  truly  innovative 
futures  concepts.  The  slow  part  of  the  process  will,  of 
necessity,  be  the  field  testing  phase.  For  complex 
organizations  and  materiei  s^lems,  this  phase  will  remain 
unavoidable  regardless  of  how  revolutionary  the  design  phase 
becomes. 

In  ttw  area  of  training  and  teixler  development,  revolution 
is  dearly  possible.  This  will  require  tfie  correct  mix  of  joirrt  and 
serviceHjnique  elements,  distributed  simufations  and  field 
exercises.  Taken  together,  the  revolutionary  potentials  that 
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exist  in  fofce  design  and  training  and  leader  deveiopment  open 
the  possibility  for  much  more  rapid  improvements  in  the 
American  way  of  war  than  at  any  time  In  the  p^.  Whereas  it 
took  a  generation  to  reshape  the  forces  foUowing  Vietnam,  it 
could  take  perhaps  half  that  time  in  the  future  to  effect  a 
comparable  renaissance. 

Turning  to  resources,  there  is  no  alternative  to  evolution  as 
the  upper  limit  to  change.  It  is  simply  impossible  to  terminate 
activities  overnight.  Moreover,  however  revolutionary  the 
process  of  change  becomes  at  the  design  end,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  maintain  current  capabilities  in  being  until  a 
transition  can  be  effected.  The  armed  forces  are  likely  to 
remain  too  small  to  permit  rapid  major  transfonnations  that 
significantty  decrease  near-term  readiness. 

History  alone  will  judge  what  it  means  to  have  a  revolution 
in  military  affairs.  The  uncertainties  that  have  always 
surrounded  warfare  have  a  profound  effect  on  the  military 
profession,  inclining  it  to  conservatism,  setting  evolution  as  the 
normal  upper  limit  of  the  rate  of  change.  That  characteristic  is 
likely  to  remain  central  to  the  profession. 
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